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REMARKS 

Claims 1 through 22 are currently pending in the application. 
This amendment is in response to the Final Rejection in the Office Action of 
December 13, 2004. 

35 U.S.C. § 103(a) Obviousness Rejections 

Obviousness Rejection Based on Tsang et al. fU.S. Patent 5,353,246) in view of Huang et al. 
(U.S. Patent 5,635,423) and Iranmanesh (U.S. Patent 5,514,900) 

Claims 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsang 
et al. (U.S. Patent 5,353,246) in view of Huang et al. (U.S. Patent 5,635,423) and Iranmanesh 
(U.S. Patent 5,514,900). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection, as hereinafter set forth. 

Applicants assert that to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 three basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either 
in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Third, the cited prior art reference must teach or suggest all of 
the claim limitations. Furthermore, the suggestion to make the claimed combination and the 
reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior art, and not based on 
Applicants' disclosure. 

The Applicants assert that the present claimed invention is not taught or suggested in the 

prior art. Additionally, Applicants assert that a reference should be considered as a whole, and 

portions arguing against or teaching away from the claimed invention must be considered. 

Bausch & Lomb, Inc. v. BarnesHind/Hvdrocurve, Inc. , 230 USPQ 416 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Applicants assert that the prior art references cited in the Office Action "would likely discourage 

the art worker from attempting the substitution suggested by [the applicant]." Gillette Co. v. S.C. 

Johnson & Son, Inc., 16 USPQ2d 1923 (Fed. Cir. 1990). The fact that the applicant achieved the 

claimed invention by doing what those skilled in the art had suggested should not be done is a 

fact strongly probative of nonobviousness. Kloster Speedsteel AB v. Crucible Inc. , 230 USPQ 

81 (Fed. Cir. 1986), on rehearing, 231 USPQ 160 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Additionally, "it is 
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impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual or 'template' to piece 

together the teaching of the prior art so that the claimed invention is rendered obvious .... One 
cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose among isolated disclosures in the prior art 
to deprecate the claimed invention." In re Fritch , 23 U.S.P.Q.2d 1780 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

As stated above, the Applicants respectfully disagree with the proposed Office Action's 
view of the Tsang reference. At Best, the Tsang reference teaches or suggests a thin layer of 
titanium nitride is formed on a titanium silicide layer in a rapid thermal annealing step at 850°C. 
Both layers being formed over a polysilicon word lines used a portion of the structure. The 
present invention teaches away from this concept. The present invention was designed to 
overcome the limitations contained in the Tsang reference as it was noted in the specification that 
high temperature required for the deposition will initiate a silicidation reaction between platinum 
and silicon, thus consuming the platinum capacitor plate and contaminating the capacitor with 
silicon. It is, therefore, necessary to utilize an electrically conductive diffusion barrier between 
the platinum and the polysilicon. Thus, claims 1 and 12 clearly calls for a process for forming a 
barrier film comprising depositing a titanium layer on an upper surface of a plug, depositing a 
layer of amorphous material on the titanium layer and depositing a titanium nitride layer the said 
amorphous material layer. 

Furthermore, Applicants assert that the Huang reference fails to teach these such 
limitations to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 regarding the 
presently claimed inventions. At best, the Huang reference teaches placing metal in a well. It 
fails to teach all the steps of claim 1 which include depositing a titanium layer on an upper 
surface of a polysilicon plug, depositing a layer of amorphous material on the titanium layer and 
depositing a titanium nitride layer the said amorphous material layer. Additionally, the Huang 
reference fails to teach placing material on top of a plug. 

Therefore, the combination of the Tsang reference and the Huang reference not only 
teaches away from the present invention, but any such combination clearly does not suggest the 
claim limitations of the claims of the present invention to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C § 103. 
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Obviousness Rejection Based on Iranmanesh (U.S. Patent 5,514,900) in view of Tsang et al. 

(U.S. Patent 5,353,246) 

Claims 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Iranmanesh (U.S. Patent 5,514,900) in view of Tsang et al. (U.S. Patent 5,353,246). Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection, as hereinafter set forth. 

Again, Applicants assert that to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 
35 U.S.C. § 103 three basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or 
motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there 
must be a reasonable expectation of success. Third, the cited prior art reference must teach or 
suggest all of the claim limitations. Furthermore, the suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior art, and 
not based on Applicants' disclosure. 

The Iranmanesh reference teaches or suggests an antifuse structure including a first 
interconnection line, a second interconnection line formed over the firest interconnection line, 
and a plurality of programming layers between the first and second interconnection lines. In 
drawing FIGS. 4A through 4F a tungsten plug 48 is illustrated having having an inverted antifuse 
structure. 

Applicants assert that there is no suggestion whatsoever in either the Iranmanesh 
reference or the Tsang reference or in the information available to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify the Iranmanesh reference in view of the Tsang reference to establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 regarding the claimed inventions of independent claims 1 
and 12. Applicants further assert that even if the Iranmanesh reference is modified based upon 
any teaching or suggestion of the Tsang reference, the result would merely be that a tungsten plug 
48 would be modified to be a word line of comprised of polysilicon. Such is not the presently 
claimed inventions of independent claims 1 and 12. 
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Further, Applicants assert that any combination of such cited prior art fails to teach or 

suggest all the claim limitations of the presently claimed inventions of independent claims 1 and 
12 to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103 regarding the claimed 
inventions. For instance, Applicants assert that any combination of such cited prior art fails to 
teach or suggest the claim limitations of independent claims 1 and 12 calling for "providing a 
polysilicon plug having a surface in a portion of a dielectric layer of a portion of an integrated 
circuit", "depositing a layer of titanium on at least a portion of the surface of the polysilicon 
plug", "depositing a layer of amorphous material on at least a portion of the layer of titanium", 
and "depositing a layer of titanium nitride on at least a portion of the layer of amorphous 
material". 

In contrast to the presently claimed inventions of independent claims 1 and 12, any 
combination of the cited prior art fails to teach or suggest the use of a polysilicon plug at any 
time. Only and solely the Applicants' disclosure teaches or suggests the use of such a plug. 

Therefore, independent claims 1 and 12 as well as the dependent claims therefrom are 
allowable. 

Obviousness Rejection Based on Iranmanesh (U.S. Patent 5,514,900) in view of Tsang et al. 
(U.S. Patent 5353,246), as applied above, and further in view of Katz (U.S. Patent 5.089,438) 

Claims 3 through 6, 9, 1 1, 14 through 17, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Iranmanesh (U.S. Patent 5,514,900) in view of Tsang et al. (U.S. 
Patent 5,353,246), as applied above, and further in view of Katz (U.S. Patent 5,089,438). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection, as hereinafter set forth. 

Applicants assert that dependent claims 3 through 6, 9, 1 1, 14 through 17, 20, and 22 are 
allowable as depending from allowable independent claims 1 and 12. 
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Obviousness Rejection Based on Sandhu et al. (U.S. Patent 5.381.302) in vie w of Sandhu et al. 
OJ.S. Patent 6.107,1051 

Claims 1, 2, 7 through 9, 12, 13, and 18 through 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Sandhu et al. (U.S. Patent 5,381,302) in view of Sandhu et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,107,105). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection, as hereinafter set forth. 

Applicants submit that neither Sandhu et al. reference is available for use in any rejection 
under 35 U.S.C § 103 because at the time the present invention of the present application was 
made the invention of the present application and both Sandhu et al. references were commonly 
owned by Micron Technology, Inc.. 

Obviousness Rejection Based on Sandhu et al. (U.S. Patent 5.381.302) in v iew of Sandhu et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6.107.105). as applied to claims 1. 2. 7-9. 12. 13. and 18-20 above , and further in 
view of Sandhu et al. (U.S. Patent 5.571.572). 

Claims 3 through 6, 10, 1 1, 14 through 17, 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Sandhu et al. (U.S. Patent 5,381,302) in view of Sandhu et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,107,105), as applied to claims 1, 2, 7-9, 12, 13, and 18-20 above, and further in 
view of Sandhu et al. (U.S. Patent 5,571,572). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection, as 
hereinafter set forth. 

Applicants submit that neither Sandhu et al. reference is available for use in any rejection 
under 35 U.S.C § 103 because at the time the present invention of the present application was 
made the invention of the present application and all three of the Sandhu et al. references were 
commonly owned by Micron Technology, Inc.. 

Applicants request entry of this amendment for the following reasons: 

The amendment is timely filed. 

The amendment places the application in condition for allowance. 
The amendment does not require any further search and consideration. 
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Applicants submit that claims 1 through 22 are clearly allowable over the cited prior art. 

Applicants request the entry of this amendment, the allowance of claims 1 through 22, 
and the case passed for issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 

James R. Duzan 
Registration No. 28,393 
Attorney for Applicants 
TraskBrut 

P.O. Box 2550 

Salt Lake City, Utah 84110-2550 
Telephone: 801-532-1922 

Date: February 14, 2005 
JRD/dlm:lmh 

Document in ProLaw 
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